It is a great honour and pleasure to contribute to this Festschrift for David Campbell, who I knew for thirty years and who was one of the most significant influences on my thinking and therapeutic practice, supporting and supervising me in the limited clinical skills I have, and latterly helping me survive the exigencies of academic management through his careful and astute consultation. David's unflappable interest, his personal courtesy and wisdom, and his capacity to think both individually and systemically -to stay neutral and curious, as systemic therapists say -penetrated to the core of what it means to be a colleague, a teacher and a friend. In a Festschrift such of this, with contributions from, and also an original audience of, colleagues and students of David -both being categories into which I fall -David's capacity to generate relational warmth is obvious; so too is his immense intellectual contribution to the development of psychotherapy and systemic thinking.
4 answers, investing in our knowledge, and seeing themselves as having a right to gain access to it. In this sense, the discourse of the Master is a 'lure', attracting the unwary; but rather than being seen as a way of responding adequately to people's needs (as opposed to their demands), it can better be thought of as a way of propping up one's own claims to expertise.
Despite its very different language, I think the systemic approach works along similar lines, trying to hold off from knowing too much too soon, enacting the uncertainty that should come with claims to understanding, and constantly reiterating the importance of context in determining meaning. Circular questions, paradox, reflecting teams, conversational stances, curiosity: the lexicon of systemic technical terms and practices over the last thirty years references an impulse towards the democratisation of therapy in which the therapist tries to step aside from a position of power, even in the face of resistance on the part of clients. 6 The strong impulse here, fuelled at times by an engagement with sophisticated contemporary theories of power, 7 is to make the therapist and the patient partners, to equalise their position in a kind of Habermasian exchange of full rationality. That is, one should speak clearly and honestly, drawing the patient into a dialogue based on open principles of exchange, modeling thoughtfulness and non-defensiveness, and so allow a new narrative of experience to emerge.
Interestingly, the relational 'turn' in psychoanalysis says something similar, with important writers such as Jessica Benjamin building a notion of 'thirdness' that emphasises intersubjective 6 One of my PhD students, John Stancombe, showed convincingly in his thesis that the 'neutrality' of family therapists was often interpreted by family members as a failure to listen properly. Because their particular positions were not endorsed, they were felt to be neglected or rejected. 'impulse and act', as the moment in which identification and thoughtfulness can occur, in which it becomes possible to imagine a position outside one's own, again a familiar impulse in systemic work. It is also a deliberate act of pausing, a mode of hesitancy that does not lead to a fully formed final statement, but is rather an uncertainty to be treasured against the pressure to instantly articulate a response.
What I want to trace here is how these attributes appear in a certain kind of relationship to psychotherapy that I like to think of as 'austere'; that is, as difficult and rather relentless, because it refuses to get taken up with the emotionality of the moment of encounter. One of the criticisms that might be levelled against systemic family therapy is that it is too 'cognitive' in the sense of being concerned primarily with what people think and with the stories they tell about themselves and their predicaments, rather than paying sufficient dues to emotionality and the affective underpinnings of psychotherapy. This links with the kind of reflexivity that distinguishes systemic from psychoanalytic approaches. In the former, the issue is primarily one of externalising the impact of the therapist on the system which she or he joins, and deploying that impact in such a way that the system can be helped to reorient itself productively.
Classically, if one can speak that way about so new an approach, the observing team allows the reflexive impact of the therapist to be brought out into the open, making it amenable as a technique, making the system that is the 'original system plus therapist' observable by the system that is the 'team plus therapist' in one of those Venn diagrams with which systemic writers like to play. Reflexivity here involves moving outwards from the original system to dramatise the context in which it operates; as the therapist system and client system reflect on the difference they make to each other, so the adaptive propensities of each system can be explored. The psychoanalytic take on this is usually somewhat different, particularly in the Kleinian and object relations traditions and in the new modes of intersubjective and relational psychoanalysis that are increasingly influential around the world. Here, reflexivity refers to the intertwining of subjectivities, as unconscious material from each protagonist in an analytic encounter is passed to and fro, sometimes thought of as entering a space of the 'third' for contact and amelioration, but in any case reflecting an affective element in the analyst as well as in the patient. The contextualisation here is of something that flows through the participants in the exchange and is felt by both of them, perhaps as a movement of excitement or injury. It involves the analyst considering the impact she or he is making on the patient and taking responsibility for that as a way of authorizing the patient to move on.
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Both these conceptualisations are powerful and drawing them together has been one strand of work in which I have been tangentially involved. 14 Both of them imply a significant level of affective engagement between therapist and client, so when I refer to 'coolness' I do not mean that forcing experience into narrative form -however many such narratives one toleratesdoes a certain kind of violence to it. The multiplication of narratives that is characteristic of much systemic work does not do away with this; in its valorisation of storytelling, it still insists on the simple idea that one might find meaning in suffering, that one might be able to make it make sense. Perhaps, as an extreme response to this, one should take literally Slavoj Žižek's contention that one should take the story of Job as the appropriate response to trouble. 'The greatness of Job,' he writes, 'is not so much to protest his innocence as to insist on the meaninglessness of his calamities.' 20 Narrativising experience, whether through one narrative or many, is an attempt to add meaning to it, and that might well have therapeutic effects, as can understand or say. It means finding a way of being and doing in therapy or consultation or pedagogy that is not too strongly affiliated with a particular outcome, but is content to build solidarity with others through a process of waiting and, from time to time, benign interruption.
I think much of this was echoed in David's style, even if it would not quite have been his language; it is, in the end, a form of humility.
This brings me to my last strand, that of 'psychosocial studies'. I define this as follows:
Psychosocial Studies takes issue with conventional distinctions between the 'psychological' and the 'social' and rejects the idea that 'inner' and 'outer' worlds are empirically or theoretically separable. Its object of study is the human subject and the wider social formation, and the affect-laden relations and processes through which each are mutually constituted. It is concerned with the inter-relation between individual subjectivities and individual and group identities, and historical and contemporary social and political formations.
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It will be seen that the emphasis here is on the 'unhyphenated' psychosocial, which tries to find a means and a vocabulary for theorising the 'in-between' as an entity in itself, and as such is critical of the distinctions between 'inner' and 'outer' worlds that are characteristic of much psychotherapeutic thinking, as well as of mainstream sociology. Managing this is proving to be a very difficult task, full of contention, but holding off from moving one way or the other, from knowing too soon that x causes y, is part of the needed methodology. Unexpectedly, perhaps,
given the relative failure of systemic thinking to have an impact on social theory, all this seems to be very congruent with the outlook adopted by David and the systemic team at the Tavistock. Whilst their endeavour always reflects the need to offer a service to families who seek psychological help, their broader context of understanding is precisely that human subjects are not individuated entities, but are rather constantly constructed and reconstructed in social contexts. The boundaries between what is often thought of as 'inner' and 'outer' are fluid; as a system shifts so does the perception and experience of these boundaries; as the lines of flow and force operate so different subjectivities are thrown up. Why then, is it, that so little of the systemic worldview has so far trickled through to psychosocial studies? In part this may be because the interest in identities and subjectivities that characterises many psychosocial researchers has led them to look primarily to psychoanalysis for a vocabulary that can intersect with the other perspectives in the psychosocial field, for example with feminist, poststructuralist and postcolonial thought. It may also be that to date very little systemic thinking has moved beyond the therapeutic setting in the way that psychoanalysis has, something which might in large part be due simply to the long history that psychoanalysis has had of doing this kind of thing (beginning a century ago with Freud's excursions into social and artistic criticism). 22 But perhaps it is time to remedy this a little, and develop ways of translating systemic thinking so that it can infiltrate psychosocial studies productively, particularly perhaps in intersecting with discursive approaches that focus on how subject positions are generated through their location in what amount to systemic, relational fields.
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'critical' narrative analysis, in which the ideas concerning fragmentary texts outlined above are brought together with a strongly relational outlook that owes a lot to systemic practice. 24 There is, however, a lot more to do here, with the systemic perspective on how subjectivity is emergent in relational contexts being the most promising way forward.
To summarise, I have been suggesting that there is something about 'coolness' that can be gleaned across a range of psychosocial, psychoanalytic and systemic work that offers a way out of a slightly sentimentalised attachment to narrative yet retains the important ideas of plurality, social construction and non-knowing. In everything we do, as therapists, teachers or social researchers, we come up against the complexity and fragmentary nature of human relations and subjecthood; and this can produce an anxious scrabbling after meaning that is best resisted. The demand for answers is, however, great, from patients, students and social institutions. In standing firm against this, there is much to learn from David's way of inserting himself into the complex multiplicities of systemic life, in which so many things happen, many of which do not seem to make any sense. His mode of being as a teacher, psychotherapist, supervisor, and consultant was to watch this occur, quizzically and hesitatingly, producing formulations only tentatively, allowing things room to shift as the context around them changed. This type of non-knowledge, of holding back, of giving space to what happens, is quite a lesson in humility and understanding, and of the contestation of mastery out of which a provocative, even subversive practice might emerge.
